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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they include 
the following reference characler(s) not mentioned in the description: 612, 614, 616, 620, 806, and 908. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the specification to add 
the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one 
figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If 
the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the reference number 400 on 
page 17, lines 12, 18, and 25 is not found in the drawings. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the reference number 703 on 
page 21 , line 21 is not found in the drawings. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the reference number 764 
refers to "the wireless device" on page 22, line 7 and "contact information" on page 22, line 9. A 
reference number may only refer to one item. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Objections 

Claims 11, 30, and 49 are objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase "the 
current location within the proximity" is assumed to be a typographical error. Examiner will assume that 
"the current location is within the proximity" is intended. Appropriate correction or clarification is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 12, 31, and 50 recite the limitation 'the determined events". There is insufficient 

antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

Claims 1,6-10, 14, 17-20, 25-29, 33, 36-39, 44-48, 52, and 55-57 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Waytena (5,978,770). 

With respect to claim 1 , Waytena discloses a method for transmitting information to a wireless 
device comprising: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to a target location (col. 14, lines 29- 

33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to the target location, then transmitting information to 
the wireless device on offerings available at the target location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 
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With respect to claim 6, Waytena discloses that the offerings available at the target location 
comprise at least one of goods and services (col. 14, line 22). 

With respect to claim 7, Waytena discloses accessing information indicating personal preferences 
of a user of the wireless device and determining whether the offerings at the target location match at least 
one personal preference indicated by the user, wherein the information is transmitted if the offerings at 
the target location match one personal preference indicated by the user (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claim 8, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
push action (col. 6, lines 22-26; col. 13, lines 49-50). 

With respect to claim 9, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
pull action at the wireless device (col. 14, lines 20-21). 

With respect to claim 1 0, Waytena discloses a method for transmitting information to a wireless 
device comprising: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 

providing a data structure including event information for each of a plurality of events that occur at 
event locations (col. 13, lines 49-50); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to at least one of the event locations 
(col. 14, lines 29-33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to at least one event location, then transmitting event 
information to the wireless device for the at least one event location that is within the proximity to the 
wireless device (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 14, Waytena discloses for each wireless device, gathering data on event 
locations where the wireless device was located and a time the wireless device was located at the event 
location (col. 19, lines 9-12). 

With respect to claim 17, Waytena discloses a method for processing information at a wireless 
device, comprising: 

receiving transmission of event information for a plurality of events that occur at event locations 
(col. 13, lines 49-50); 
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providing a list of user selected events (col. 13, lines 59-60); 

determining whether the event information is for one event on the list of user selected events (col. 
14, lines 21-23); and 

presenting the received event information for each event that is determined to be on the list of 
user selected events (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claim 18, Waytena discloses: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); and 

determining whether the event location is within a proximity to the current location (col. 14, lines 
29-32), wherein the received event information is not presented if the current location is not within the 
proximity to the event location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 19, Waytena discloses that the event comprises an activity at an 
amusement park (col. 2, lines 46-49). 

With respect to claim 20, Waytena discloses a system for transmitting information to a wireless 
device comprising: 

means for determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 
means for determining whether the current location is within a proximity to a target location (col. 
14, lines 29-33); and 

means for then transmitting information to the wireless device on offerings available at the target 
location if the current location is within the proximity to the target location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 25, Waytena discloses that the offerings available at the target location 
comprise at least one of goods and services (col. 14, line 22). 

With respect to claim 26, Waytena discloses means for accessing information indicating personal 
preferences of a user of the wireless device and means for determining whether the offerings at the target 
location match at least one personal preference indicated by the user, wherein the information is 
transmitted if the offerings at the target location match one personal preference indicated by the user (col. 
14, lines 21-23). 
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With respect to claim 27, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
push action (col. 6, lines 22-26; col. 13, lines 49-50). 

With respect to claim 28, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
pull action at the wireless device (col. 14, lines 20-21). 

With respect to claim 29, Waytena discloses a system for transmitting information to a wireless 
device comprising: 

a computer readable medium (fig. 1A, item 111); 

means for determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 

means for providing a data structure in the computer readable medium including event 
information for each of a plurality of events that occur at event locations (col. 13, lines 49-50); 

means for determining whether the current location is within a proximity to at least one of the 
event locations (col. 14, lines 29-33); and 

means for transmitting event information to the wireless device for the at least one event location 
that is within the proximity to the wireless device if the current location is within the proximity to at least 
one event location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 33, Waytena discloses means forgathering for each wireless device, data 
on event locations where the wireless device was located and a time the wireless device was located at 
the event location (col. 19, lines 9-12). 

With respect to claim 36, Waytena discloses a system for processing information at a wireless 
device, comprising: 

means for receiving transmission of event information for a plurality of events that occur at event 
locations (col. 13, lines 49-50); 

means for providing a list of user selected events (col. 13, lines 59-60); 

means for determining whether the event information is for one event on the list of user selected 
events (col. 14, lines 21-23); and 

means for presenting the received event information for each event that is determined to be on 
the list of user selected events (col. 14, lines 21-23). 
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With respect to claim 37, Waytena discloses: 

means for determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); and 

means for determining whether the event location is within a proximity to the current location (col. 
14, lines 29-32), wherein the received event information is not presented if the current location is not 
within the proximity to the event location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 38, Waytena discloses that the event comprises an activity at an 
amusement park (col. 2, lines 46-49). 

With respect to claim 39, Waytena discloses an article of manufacture including code for 
transmitting information to a wireless device by: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to a target location (col. 14, lines 29- 

33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to the target location, then transmitting information to 
the wireless device on offerings available at the target location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 44, Waytena discloses that the offerings available at the target location 
comprise at least one of goods and services (col. 14, line 22). 

With respect to claim 45, Waytena discloses accessing information indicating personal 
preferences of a user of the wireless device and determining whether the offerings at the target location 
match at least one personal preference indicated by the user, wherein the information is transmitted if the 
offerings at the target location match one personal preference indicated by the user (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claim 46, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
push action (col. 6, lines 22-26; col. 13, lines 49-50). 

With respect to claim 47, Waytena discloses that the operations are performed in response to a 
pull action at the wireless device (col. 14, lines 20-21). 

With respect to claim 48, Waytena discloses an article of manufacture including code for 
transmitting information to a wireless device by: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); 
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providing a data structure including event information for each of a plurality of events that occur at 
event locations (col. 13, lines 49-50); 

determining whether the current location is within a proximity to at least one of the event locations 
(col. 14, lines 29-33); and 

if the current location is within the proximity to at least one event location, then transmitting event 
information to the wireless device for the at least one event location that is within the proximity to the 
wireless device (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 52, Waytena discloses for each wireless device, gathering data on event 
locations where the wireless device was located and a time the wireless device was located at the event 
location (col. 19, lines 9-12). 

With respect to claim 55, Waytena discloses article of manufacture including code for processing 
information at a wireless device, by: 

receiving transmission of event information for a plurality of events that occur at event locations 
(col. 13, lines 49-50); 

providing a list of user selected events (col. 13, lines 59-60); 

determining whether the event information is for one event on the list of user selected events (col. 
14, lines 21-23); and 

presenting the received event information for each event that is determined to be on the list of 
user selected events (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claim 56, Waytena discloses: 

determining a current location of the wireless device (col. 14, lines 24-27); and 

determining whether the event location is within a proximity to the current location (col. 14, lines 

29-32), wherein the received event information is not presented if the current location is not within the 

proximity to the event location (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

With respect to claim 57, Waytena discloses that the event comprises an activity at an 

amusement park (col. 2, lines 46-49). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims 2, 3, 15, 16, 21, 22, 34, 35, 40, 41, 53, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Waytena in view of Cahill (5,428,784). 

With respect to claims 2 and 3, Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may not 
be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within 
proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, lines 21- 
24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose accessing scheduled event records for a user of the 
wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar time 
period; and processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the user is 
available to visit the target location. Waytena also does not expressly disclose that the scheduled event 
records are part of calendar information for the user. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's method to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to determine 
whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question, as taught by Cahill, and to use this 
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determination as the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is 
made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claims 2 and 3. 

With respect to claim 1 5, Waytena discloses a method for processing information at a wireless 
device comprising receiving information broadcasted within a defined region on event offerings at a target 
location for an event time period (col. 13, lines 49-50). Waytena also discloses that information (a list of 
attractions) may be sent if a particular condition is met (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose accessing scheduled event records for a user of the 
wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar time 
period; and processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the user is 
available during the event time period. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's method to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to determine 
whether the user is available during a time period, as taught by Cahill, and to use this determination as 
the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15. 

With respect to claim 16, Waytena further discloses: 
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providing information on user preferences (col. 14, line 22); and 

determining whether the received information satisfies one user preference, wherein the 

information is not presented to the user if the received information does not satisfy one user preference 

(col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claims 21 and 22, Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may 
not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction 
within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, 
lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose means for accessing scheduled event records for a user of 
the wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar 
time period; and means for processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the 
user is available to visit the target location. Waytena also does not expressly disclose that the scheduled 
event records are part of calendar information for the user. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col, 3, lines 1 7-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's system to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to determine 
whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question, as taught by Cahill, and to use this 
determination as the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is 
made. 

The motivation fordoing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claims 21 and 22. 
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With respect to claim 34, Waytena discloses a system for processing information at a wireless 
device comprising means for receiving information broadcasted within a defined region on event offerings 
at a target location for an event time period (col. 13, lines 49-50). Waytena also discloses that 
information (a list of attractions) may be sent if a particular condition is met (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose means for accessing scheduled event records for a user of 
the wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar 
time period; and means for processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the 
user is available during the event time period. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's system to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to determine 
whether the user is available during a time period, as taught by Cahill, and to use this determination as 
the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 34. 

With respect to claim 35, Waytena further discloses: 

means for providing information on user preferences (col. 14, line 22); and 

means for determining whether the received information satisfies one user preference, wherein 
the information is not presented to the user if the received information does not satisfy one user 
preference (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

With respect to claims 40 and 41 , Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may 
not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction 
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within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, 
lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose accessing scheduled event records for a user of the 
wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar time 
period; and processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the user is 
available to visit the target location. Waytena also does not expressly disclose that the scheduled event 
records are part of calendar information for the user. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 1 7-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's article of manufacture to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to 
determine whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question, as taught by Cahill, and to use 
this determination as the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential 
attractions is made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claims 40 and 41 . 

With respect to claim 53, Waytena discloses an article of manufacture including code for 
processing information at a wireless device by receiving information broadcasted within a defined region 
on event offerings at a target location for an event time period (col. 13, lines 49-50). Waytena also 
discloses that information (a list of attractions) may be sent if a particular condition is met (col. 14, lines 
21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose accessing scheduled event records for a user of the 
wireless device, wherein each scheduled event record indicates one event scheduled for a calendar time 



Application/Control Number: 09/965,007 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2142 

period; and processing the scheduled event records for the user to determine whether the user is 
available during the event time period. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Waytena and Cahill are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's article of manufacture to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled attractions to 
determine whether the user is available during a time period, as taught by Cahill, and to use this 
determination as the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is 
made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Cahill with Waytena for the benefit of 
eliminating unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 53. 

With respect to claim 54, Waytena further discloses: 

providing information on user preferences (col. 14, line 22); and 

determining whether the received information satisfies one user preference, wherein the 
information is not presented to the user if the received information does not satisfy one user preference 
(col. 14, lines 21-23). 

Claims 4, 5, 23, 24, 42, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waytena in view of Cahill as applied to claims 2, 21 , and 40 above, and further in view of Redmann 
(2002/0174003). 

With respect to claim 4, Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may not be sent 
(i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within 
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proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, lines 21- 
24). 

Waytena does not disclose providing a data structure indicating a plurality of time periods during 
which offerings are available at the target location; and determining whether the user is available to visit 
the target location within on of the time periods indicated in the data structure. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular. time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a list of show times for an attraction can be provided to a 
scheduling device (par 173, lines 1-2). 

Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's method to utilize Cahiirs teachings to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled 
attractions to determine whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question during a time 
specified on Redmann's list of show times, and to use this determination as the condition upon which the 
decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is made. 

The motivation fordoing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions, possibly a show attraction, that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously 
determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena and Cahill for the 
benefit of preventing unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 

With respect to claim 5, in making the combination of Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann in the 
rejection of claim 4, discussion of the rationale for enabling Waytena's method to determine the. 
availability of a user to attend a particular show time from a list of show times has already been 
presented. It logically follows that when a user is determined to be available to attend a show at a 
particular time, the method would include transmitting a list of attractions including the information in the 
data structure (show time and name of show) to the user. 
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With respect to claim 23, Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may not be sent 
(i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within 
proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, lines 21- 
24). 

Waytena does not disclose a computer readable medium, means for providing a data structure in 
the computer readable medium indicating a plurality of time periods during which offerings are available 
at the target location; and means for determining whether the user is available to visit the target location 
within one of the time periods indicated in the data structure. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 17-27). 

Redmann teaches a computer readable medium (par. 111, line 1) and that it is known that a list of 
show times for an attraction can be provided to a scheduling device (par 173, lines 1-2). 

Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's system to utilize Cahill's teachings to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled 
attractions to determine whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question during a time 
specified on Redmann's list of show times on the computer readable medium, and to use this 
determination as the condition upon which the decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is 
made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions, possibly a show attraction, that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously 
determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena and Cahill for the 
benefit of preventing unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 23. 

With respect to claim 24, in making the combination of Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann in the 
rejection of claim 23, discussion of the rationale for enabling Waytena's system to determine the 
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availability of a user to attend a particular show time from a list of show times has already been 
presented. It logically follows that when a user is determined to be available to attend a show at a 
particular time, the method would include transmitting a list of attractions including the information in the 
data structure (show time and name of show) to the user. 

With respect to claim 42, Waytena discloses that information (a list of attractions) may not be sent 
(i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no attraction within 
proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences (col. 14, lines 21- 
24). 

Waytena does not disclose providing a data structure indicating a plurality of time periods during 
which offerings are available at the target location; and determining whether the user is available to visit 
the target location within on of the time periods indicated in the data structure. 

Cahill teaches that it is known that a user's electronic calendar can be accessed and processed 
to determine whether the user is available to perform a task at a particular time (col. 3, lines 1 7-27). 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a list of show times for an attraction can be provided to a 
scheduling device (par 173, lines 1-2). 

Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann are analogous art because they are all from the same field of 
endeavor of schedule processing. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
allow Waytena's system to utilize Cahill's teachings to check the user's calendar of previously scheduled 
attractions to determine whether the user is available to attend the attraction in question during a time 
specified on Redmann's list of show times, and to use this determination as the condition upon which the 
decision whether to transmit a list of potential attractions is made. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to prevent burdening the user with a list of 
attractions, possibly a show attraction, that the user is unable to attend because of his or her previously 
determined schedule. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena and Cahill for the 
benefit of preventing unnecessary communication to obtain the invention as specified in claim 42. 
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With respect to claim 43, in making the combination of Waytena, Cahill, and Redmann in the 
rejection of claim 42, discussion of the rationale for enabling Waytena's method to determine the 
availability of a user to attend a particular show time from a list of show times has already been 
presented. It logically follows that when a user is determined to be available to attend a show at a 
particular time, the method would include transmitting a list of attractions including the information in the 
data structure (show time and name of show) to the user. 

Claims 11-13, 30-32, and 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waytena in view of Redmann. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Waytena discloses having the capability to determine whether a user is 
in proximity to an event location (col. 14, lines 29-33) and whether an event is indicated in the event 
preference information (col. 14, lines 21-23). Waytena also discloses transmitting information for at least 
one event indicated in the preference information (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose determining whether an event is both within proximity to the 
user and indicated in the event preference information. 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a scheduling method can determine both the distance to 
an event and whether that event is indicated in the user's preference profile (par. 239, lines 1-13). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to allow Waytena's method to utilize it's 
ability to determine user proximity to an event and whether the event is preferred by the user together to 
determine both of these attributes for a particular event. It would also have been obvious to allow 
Waytena's method to present a list of these attractions to the user. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to present activities to the user that are very 
desirable to them based on these factors (par. 239, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
providing desirable activities to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 
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With respect to claim 12, Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

determining, for all the determined events at event locations within the proximity to the current 
location, an optimal order in which the events should be visited based on the event locations and the 
current location; and 

generating information indicating the optimal order in which the events at the event locations 
should be visited, wherein the generated information is transmitted to the wireless device. 

Redmann teaches that it is known to generate an itinerary of attractions for a user based on the 
amount of time to travel to the attraction from the previous location of the user (par. 177, lines 1-5). 
Redmann also teaches that this itinerary can be presented to a user on a wireless device (fig. 4). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to add 
an option to Waytena's method to have an itinerary of reservations made for the user based on travel 
time. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 12. 

With respect to claim 1 3, Waytena discloses a method for determining the proximity of events to a 
user's current location (col. 14, lines 29-33). Waytena also discloses that information (a list of attractions) 
may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no 
attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences 
(col. 14, lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

determining a wait time at each event whose event location is within the proximity to the current 
location; and 
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determining whether the wait time for each event exceeds a wait threshold, wherein the event 
information is not sent for each event having the wait time that exceeds the wait threshold. 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a wait time for an attraction can be determined and used 
by a scheduling device (par. 174, lines 3-4). Redmann also teaches that it can be determined whether a 
particular wait time exceeds a user's threshold of an acceptable amount of time to wait (par. 200, lines 1- 
9). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to enable Waytena's method to be able to 
determine the wait time for attractions that are determined to be in proximity to a user's location and to 
transmit a list of potential attractions containing only those attractions with an acceptable wait time. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 13. 

With respect to claim 30, Waytena discloses means to determine whether a user is in proximity to 
an event location (col. 14, lines 29-33) and whether an event is indicated in the event preference 
information (col. 14, lines 21-23). Waytena also discloses transmitting information for at least one event 
indicated in the preference information (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose means for determining whether an event is both within 
proximity to the user and indicated in the event preference information. 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a scheduling system can determine both the distance to 
an event and whether that event is indicated in the user's preference profile (par. 239, lines 1-13). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to allow Waytena's system to utilize it's ability 
to determine user proximity to an event and whether the event is preferred by the user together to 
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determine both of these attributes for a particular event. It would also have been obvious to allow 
Waytena's system to present a list of these attractions to the user. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to present activities to the user that are very 
desirable to them based on these factors (par. 239, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
providing desirable activities to obtain the invention as specified in claim 30. 

With respect to claim 31 , Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

means for determining, for all the determined events at event locations within the proximity to the 
current location, an optimal order in which the events should be visited based on the event locations and 
the current location; and 

means for generating information indicating the optimal order in which the events at the event 
locations should be visited, wherein the generated information is transmitted to the wireless device. 

Redmann teaches that it is known to generate an itinerary of attractions for a user based on the 
amount of time to travel to the attraction from the previous location of the user (par. 177, lines 1-5). 
Redmann also teaches that this itinerary can be presented to a user on a wireless device (fig. 4). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to add 
an option to Waytena's system to have an itinerary of reservations made for the user based on travel 
time. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 31 . 

With respect to claim 32, Waytena discloses a system for determining the proximity of events to a 
user's current location (col. 14, lines 29-33). Waytena also discloses that information (a list of attractions) 
may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is no 
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attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's preferences 
(col. 14, lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

means for determining a wait time at each event whose event location is within the proximity to 
the current location; and 

means for determining whether the wait time for each event exceeds a wait threshold, wherein 
the event information is not sent for each event having the wait time that exceeds the wait threshold. 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a wait time for an attraction can be determined and used 
by a scheduling device (par. 174, lines 3-4). Redmann also teaches that it can be determined whether a 
particular wait time exceeds a user's threshold of an acceptable amount of time to wait (par. 200, lines 1- 
9). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to enable Waytena's system to be able to 
determine the wait time for attractions that are determined to be in proximity to a user's location and to 
transmit a list of potential attractions containing only those attractions with an acceptable wait time. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 32. 

With respect to claim 49, Waytena discloses having the capability to determine whether a user is 
in proximity to an event location (col. 14, lines 29-33) and whether an event is indicated in the event 
preference information (col. 14, lines 21-23). Waytena also discloses transmitting information for at least 
one event indicated in the preference information (col. 14, lines 21-23). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose determining whether an event is both within proximity to the 
user and indicated in the event preference information. 
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Redmann teaches that it is known that a scheduling apparatus can determine both the distance to 
an event and whether that event is indicated in the user's preference profile (par. 239, lines 1-13). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to allow Waytena's apparatus to utilize it's 
ability to determine user proximity to an event and whether the event is preferred by the user together to 
determine both of these attributes for a particular event. It would also have been obvious to allow 
Waytena's apparatus to present a list of these attractions to the user. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to present activities to the user that are very 
desirable to them based on these factors (par. 239, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
providing desirable activities to obtain the invention as specified in claim 49. 

With respect to claim 50, Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

determining, for all the determined events at event locations within the proximity to the current 
location, an optimal order in which the events should be visited based on the event locations and the 
current location; and 

generating information indicating the optimal order in which the events at the event locations 
should be visited, wherein the generated information is transmitted to the wireless device. 

Redmann teaches that it is known to generate an itinerary of attractions for a user based on the 
amount of time to travel to the attraction from the previous location of the user (par. 177, lines 1-5). 
Redmann also teaches that this itinerary can be presented to a user on a wireless device (fig. 4). 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to add 
an option to Waytena's apparatus to have an itinerary of reservations made for the user based on travel 
time. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5 t lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 50. 

With respect to claim 51 , Waytena discloses an apparatus for determining the proximity of events 
to a user's current location (col. 14, lines 29-33). Waytena also discloses that information (a list of 
attractions) may not be sent (i.e. the list is empty) if a particular condition is not met, for example if there is 
no attraction within proximity to the user or if there is no attraction that complies with the user's 
preferences (col. 14, lines 21-24). 

Waytena does not expressly disclose: 

determining a wait time at each event whose event location is within the proximity to the current 
location; and 

determining whether the wait time for each event exceeds a wait threshold, wherein the event 
information is not sent for each event having the wait time that exceeds the wait threshold. 

Redmann teaches that it is known that a wait time for an attraction can be determined and used 
by a scheduling device (par. 174, lines 3-4). Redmann also teaches that it can be determined whether a 
particular wait time exceeds a user's threshold of an acceptable amount of time to wait (par. 200, lines 1- 

Waytena and Redmann are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor 
of schedule processing. 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to enable Waytena's apparatus to be able to 
determine the wait time for attractions that are determined to be in proximity to a user's location and to 
transmit a list of potential attractions containing only those attractions with an acceptable wait time. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the user with a way to obtain a schedule 
that maximizes their experience with the minimum of inconvenience (par. 5, lines 1-2). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Redmann with Waytena for the benefit of 
minimizing inconvenience to obtain the invention as specified in claim 51 . 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Andrea Hollar whose telephone number is 571-272-5862. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jack 
Harvey can be reached on 571-272-3896. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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